








Re-viewing Survivors (BBC, 1975-77): Gender, Genre and National Anxiety 

Apocalyptic narratives and concepts have traditionally been associated with religious eschatologies, but secular narratives that revolve around cataclysmic disaster of one sort or another have become increasingly prevalent in popular culture. Commonly regarded as falling under the rubric of the science fiction genre, the secular “apocalyptic” concerns itself with the lead up to a potentially devastating disaster. However, it is the secular “post-apocalyptic” that is of most concern in this article: a narrative variant in science fiction that typically follows the struggles of a single protagonist or band of random characters as they attempt to adjust to an uncertain future in a world transformed by a cataclysmic event. 
Beginning with Mary Shelley’s 1826 novel The Last Man, the post-apocalyptic narrative can be traced through British and American novels like Richard Jefferies’ After London (1885), Jack London’s The Scarlet Plague (1912), George R. Stewart’s Earth Abides (1949), John Christopher’s Empty World (1977), Stephen King’s The Stand (1978) and more recent novels like Jeff Carlson’s Plague Zone (2009) and Justin Cronin’s The Passage (2010). In film, although early examples might include John G. Blystone’s The Last Man on Earth (1924) and Alfred L. Werker’s It’s Great to be Alive (1933), as Mick Broderick pointed out in his influential 1993 article, “Surviving Armageddon”, this science fiction sub-genre did not really come to prominence until after World War 2. 
Taking issue with Susan Sontag’s influential 1966 article on science fiction films of 1950s-60s, “The Imagination of Disaster”, Broderick re-evaluated and updated her claim that the genre is most concerned with death and disaster. Instead, Broderick stated: “From the early post-Hiroshima films of the ‘40s which anticipated global atomic conflict and the cautionary tales of short and long-term effects in the ‘50s through to the hero myths of apocalypse in the ‘80s, a discernible shift away from an imagination of disaster toward one of survival is evident.”​[1]​ Broderick contextualised an increased interest in the post-apocalyptic with reference to the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, on-going nuclear testing, and the political anxieties of the Cold War years. Social concerns surrounding class, race and gender identities were touched upon in his account, but his critical focus upon the “post-nuclear holocaust” film and lengthy analysis of the male protagonist in examples from the 1970s onwards only alluded to the underlying sexual/gender politics in these films and pushed to one side those, albeit rare, examples of this sub-genre that centre on a female protagonist (e.g. “Sarah Connor” in James Cameron’s 1984 film The Terminator, “Jill” in Richard Stanley’s 1990 film Hardware). Certainly, Broderick’s primary goal was to map the existence of the post-apocalyptic as an important sub-genre in science fiction film and the broad overview provided by his article perhaps made it difficult to discuss socio-political context in any detail. Nevertheless, it is a little surprising not to find some mention of feminist activism as significant in the context of his reading of the reactionary “post-apocalyptic hero”. 
Later publications have acknowledged the gender issues at play in the post-apocalyptic narrative. For example, unlike Broderick, in his book Atomic Bomb Cinema Jerome F. Shapiro offers an account of The Terminator that takes in the feminist academic debate that followed this film.​[2]​ Also, with reference to Larry Niven’s and Jerry Purnelle’s 1977 novel Lucifer’s Hammer and the George Miller’s 1977 film Mad Max 2: The Road Warrior, James Berger notes that the post-apocalyptic social world often attempts to “eliminate female sexuality” or to bring a “gleeful end” to feminism.​[3]​ Further, Kirsten Moana Thompson briefly refers to the feminism of the 1970s and the later rise of postfeminism as pertinent historical backdrops to the “apocalyptic dread” she moves on to identify in American films at the turn of the millennium. 
This brief survey not only demonstrates a growth of academic interest in this area, but the move toward a broader, more inclusive, consideration of socio-political context. However, it also reveals a substantial emphasis on films and novels in discussions of this sub-genre. It is my contention that the post-apocalyptic has provided a fictional narrative setting for many television plays, docudramas, and drama series, such that it constitutes a recognisable television sub-genre, worthy of study in its own right – a research project that I am currently undertaking. 
Although existing studies of post-apocalyptic films and/or novels will sometimes reference well-known, television docudramas like Peter Watkin’s 1965 docudrama The War Game (first broadcast on BBC 1, 1985), Edward Hume’s and Nicholas Meyer’s The Day After (ABC, 1983), Barry Hines and Mick Jackson’s Threads (BBC 2, 1984) or make occasional mention of a single teleplay, television drama series that clearly fall under the post-apocalyptic category are usually ignored. In part, this can be put down to the perceived hierarchy of value in television drama, with drama series traditionally regarded as of low importance or cultural worth. Also, I suspect that, as objects of analysis, the series might simply be understood as too unwieldy for inclusion in such studies. It is true that the twists and turns of a long-running series frequently present the academic with a much more complex, often more conflicted, use of this sub-genre, but they offer a distinct opportunity to track shifts and changes over time as set within specific socio-political and production contexts. So, the two-fold aim of this article is concerned with a) bringing the post-apocalyptic television drama series to the fore in this field of study and b) signalling the need for a more detailed and nuanced account of the impact of feminism upon this sub-genre. In order to do this, I have chosen to focus upon the 1970s, BBC series Survivors (BBC 1, 1975-1977) as a ‘case study’ programme. Looking at recent developments in studies of television, John Corner has argued that the “case study” often has “an imaginative and argumentative force” and can provide “a more comprehensive yet dynamic sense of past conjunctures”.​[4]​ So, for the purposes of this article, the “case study” approach fulfils my aims. 
Originally broadcast over three series of 12-13 episodes each, the setting of Survivors was contemporary (or near future) and the narrative followed the struggles of a small band of characters after a strange virus has wiped out most of the world’s human population. While this series has received some recent academic attention,​[5]​ only passing mention has been made of the ways in which it dealt with feminist issues that were circulating when it was first produced and broadcast. For example, although Andy Sawyer has noted a “strong feminist element” in Survivors,​[6]​ his account is more concerned with how environmental concerns and class issues are played out in this series. Also, even as Jonathan Bignell and Andrew O’Day recognise “scope for discussion of gender” in the original Survivors,​[7]​ within the context of a television authorship study focused upon the programme’s originator, Terry Nation, their analysis concentrates upon production issues and textual themes, rather than discursive or inter-discursive aspects. Instead, my own approach draws attention to how this 1970s series mediated feminist discourse. With this in mind, the following section will provide a brief overview of this discursive terrain, before moving on to argue that the questions raised by what was later known as “second wave feminism” are, in fact, central concerns in Survivors. In pursuing this argument, it is certainly not my aim to reclaim this series for feminism, but rather to register the topical impact of feminism upon Survivors. My analysis will therefore concentrate upon how social issues of race, class and national identity intersected with 1970s feminism in the representation of several key female characters in this British series.  
Britain in the 1970s: Patriotic Fervor and Fragmentation  
Beginning with the 1973 oil crisis, together with other industrialised Western nations, Britain was hit by a period of economic recession. After much deliberation, the Labour government took out a large loan agreement with the International Monetary Fund in 1976. This decision was widely criticised and surrounding political rhetoric frequently made patriotic references to WW2 and the “Battle of Britain” in an attempt to rally support against the loan.​[8]​ While the IMF loan might have been understood as threatening the autonomy of the British nation and traditional notions of Britishness, even prior to the oil crisis, a post-war sense of what it meant to be British was already undergoing revision as the polarising politics of the Cold War gave way to a period of détente in the late 1960s-early 1970s. My point is that if the clear cut geographical and political divisions brought about by WW2 and the ensuing Cold War had previously underpinned a collective sense of British identity, with détente and recession came the gradual recognition of a more complicated pattern of international relations in which conceptual divisions and boundaries became less clear and notions of Britishness were revisited on cultural as well as political levels. 
As the decade wore on instability and division within Britain became increasingly conspicuous. Not only were parts of England facing the Provisional IRA’s mainland bombing campaign, but the thorny issue of devolution (with the suggested formation of Scottish and Welsh Assemblies) was widely discussed in the media. In addition, relations between the government and the Trade Unions worsened, which culminated in widespread strikes during the so called “Winter of Discontent” (1978-79). Unrest and change was also apparent in 1970s Britain on a more fundamental level, made evident by the industrial militancy of women workers and the rise of second wave feminism. While women were entering the workforce in increasing numbers in the 1960s and 1970s,​[9]​ their pay and conditions were generally poor in comparison to men. Beginning in 1968 with the sewing machinist’s strike at the Ford plant in Dagenham, media reports covered a series of strikes by women workers for equal pay and better conditions in the early part of the 1970s (e.g. the clothing worker’s strike in Leeds in 1970, Goodman’s/Thorn Electrical Industries strike in 1972, night cleaner’s strike at the Ministry of Defence in 1973). In parallel to press coverage of strike action by women, attention turned toward an emerging Women’s Liberation Movement in Britain. In February 1970, the first National Women's Liberation Conference took place at Ruskin ​College, Oxford, followed later that year by a demonstration at the Albert Hall during the Miss World competition. Descriptions of the Movement as “essentially functionless”​[10]​ and its members as “rabid”​[11]​ in The Times characterise the range of negative coverage of the WLM in the mainstream press. However, the Movement was also self-represented in the production of periodicals like Shrew and Spare Rib. These publications offered an alternative to conventional magazines for women (Good Housekeeping, Woman’s Own, etc.) and articles often interrogated the image of women propagated in mainstream media.​[12]​ In addition, the traditional place of women within the domestic sphere in British society was explored and critiqued in book publications like Hannah Gavron’s The Captive Wife: Conflicts of Housebound Mothers (1968) and Ann Oakley’s Housewife (1974). Further publications by British feminists, like Eva Figes’ Patriarchal Attitudes: Women in Society (1970), Juliet Mitchell’s Woman’s Estate (1971), Sheila Rowbotham’s Woman’s Consciousness, Man’s World (1973), laid bare the historical and ideological construction of a social order in which women’s role as wife and mother had served the needs of a patriarchal society. While the family was understood as the cornerstone of the British nation, as wife and mother women were confined to the private, domestic sphere, effectively cut off from the public domain and affairs of the state. In Woman’s Estate, Mitchell said: “During a war, or even a ‘cold war’, coercion and repression can be much more overt; the development of ‘consensus’ means the expansion of training, the ‘internalizing’ of obedience; the encouragement of tolerance necessitates our ‘instinctive’ conformity”.​[13]​ She also noted that “since the end of the Second World War, but yet more emphatically since the decline of the cold war, there has been an ever-increasing stress on the role of the family”.​[14]​ In the climate of the 1970s, Mitchell understood that attempts to retain a traditional form of consensus were reliant upon the socializing institution of the family and the subjugation of women. 
While I have focused upon the rise of second wave feminism within a specifically British context, the Movement here was informed by feminist activism and publications emanating from other nations. In an early account of its beginnings in Britain, Sheila Rowbotham testified that “in the Autumn of 1968 vague rumours of the women’s movement in America and Germany reached Britain”;​[15]​ British feminist academics frequently referred to feminist writings emanating, for instance, from France and the USA;​[16]​ The Guardian newspaper’s “Women’s Pages” ran interviews with the likes of Simone de Beauvoir, Betty Friedan, Gloria Steinem, Susan Brownmiller;​[17]​ Spare Rib ran features on activism undertaken by women overseas;​[18]​ and in Woman’s Estate, Juliet Mitchell declared, “Women’s Liberation is an international movement – not in organization, but in its identification and shared goals”.​[19]​ So, along with the Movement’s questioning of the traditional role of women within the British nation state, the identification of Women’s Liberation as an international Movement presented a challenge to British cultural borderlines and previous conceptions of Britishness. Clearly, feminist scrutiny and activity during the 1970s threatened what Rick Wilford was later to describe as the “male-crafted conceptions of nation and national identity”.​[20]​ 
Narratives of Nationhood: Power and Difference
Unusually for a science fiction series, the first episode of Survivors (“The Fourth Horseman”, 16 April 1975) focused upon two female characters: Abby (Carolyn Seymour) and Jenny (Lucy Fleming). The third character, in what was to become the central triumvirate in the first series, Greg (Ian McCulloch), was not introduced until the second episode. As a traditionally masculine genre, the special prominence of these two female characters broke with the more usual codes and conventions of science fiction. Scenes in the first episode portray the domestic and personal circumstances of Abby and Jenny and how they cope with the mounting disruption caused as the virus takes a hold of the nation. Jenny is depicted as a young, single white female, living and working in London as this strange disease begins to take its toll. In contrast, Abby is a well-heeled, white, middle-class mother and housewife, residing in a picturesque village outside of London. Having contracted the disease, Abby takes to her bed. Once recovered, she finds a transformed world: her husband and everyone around her have died. While Jenny is frantically making her way out of London to escape the devastation wreaked upon the city, the close of the first episode sees Abby calmly and ceremoniously cut off her long hair, dribble petrol around the body of her husband and the house in which they lived and watch her past life literally go up in flames as the closing credits roll. Leaving her old world behind, Abby hits the road in search of her son, Peter. He was away at boarding school when the plague hit and she is convinced he may have survived. So, Abby moves from the domestic sphere she previously inhabited to face the outside world and, as the series progresses, it is the strong character of Abby who emerges as the spokesperson for a small band of survivors. 
 For Garry Whannel, “the 1970s, or more exactly the period from 1968 to 1982, constitutes the longest period of structural stability in British television history”.​[21]​ As much as stability across British television was evident at this structural level during the 1970s, I would add that pressure for change at institutional levels was building, at the same time as some of the central tenets of the BBC were contested by broader cultural shifts in Britain. For example, under pressure from activist groups like “Women in Media”,​[22]​ over the course of the 1970s the BBC gave approval for a range of drama series headed up by female writers. Although women writers were still very much in the minority, their prestige and numbers did grow to some extent. Nevertheless, they were often confined to more culturally feminised genres like the domestic comedy, domestic drama, or those genres that allowed for the featuring of central female characters in caring or nurturing roles. For instance, Carla Lane’s and Myra Taylor’s The Liver Birds (BBC 1969-78) showcased the comic antics of two independent, working-class women, flat-sharing in Liverpool. Moving away from the domestic sphere, the long running hospital drama Angels (BBC 1975-83), created by Paula Milne and produced by Julia Smith, shifted the traditional focus of this genre from the male doctor to the female nurse and presented audiences with, in the words of Julia Hallam, “strong female characters and (a) positive portrayal of feminine values”.​[23]​ What of traditionally masculine genres like the spy thriller series, war drama series, police series or, indeed, science fiction series? Centred on leading male characters, the gritty cold war spy series, Quiller (BBC 1975), and the prison war drama, Colditz (BBC/Universal Studios, 1972-74) remained the preserve of male writers. While the later appearance of leading police-women, with Juliet Bravo [BBC, 1980-85], suggests that women’s changing role in society was being directly addressed, it is notable that this series was created by Ian Kennedy-Martin (also the creator of the ‘macho’ police series The Sweeney [ITV, 1975-1978]) and, with very few exceptions, individual episodes were written by men. 
Looking at BBC science fiction, male writers were certainly the order of the day. Even though Verity Lambert was a founding producer of the long-running series, Doctor Who, from its beginning in 1963 through to 1983 only two women received writing credits: Lesley Scott, as co-writer of “The Arc” serial in 1966, and Barbara Clegg for the 1983, “Enlightenment” serial. Also, there was only one woman, Tanith Lee, credited with two of the later episodes (in 1980 and 1981) for the science fiction series, Blake’s 7 (1978-1981). So, it is not surprising to discover that all episodes of Survivors were written by men. This does not mean that all of these writers held or expressed the same social or political viewpoints in individual episodes, or that a female writer would necessarily have brought a more enlightened feminist outlook to an episode. However, I would point out that any feminist perspective on offer in Survivors is filtered through these male writers, which suggests a form of monitoring and containment was being undertaken at both generic and institutional levels.  
Abby’s spectacular relocation from home to the open road at the end of the first episode of Survivors seems to indicate that the dissolving of gendered distinctions between domestic/private - public/political spheres are at the heart of this drama. However, this coincides with a plague of catastrophic proportions and is therefore presented as a shattering break with the past. For James Berger, secular representations of post-apocalypse “serve varied psychological and political purposes. Most prevalently, they put forward a total critique of any existing social order … only an absolute, purifying cataclysm can make possible an utterly new, perfected world”.​[24]​ If the plague in Survivors is viewed in these post-apocalyptic terms, then the centrality of Abby suggests that the appearance of a “new, perfected world” hinges upon her actions. For Bignell and O’Day, the characters in Survivors “are metonymic of a much larger series of groups, and ultimately stand in … for the tendencies of society in the viewer’s present”.​[25]​ Clearly, it is possible to read Abby as metonymic of feminist “tendencies” and her vital role as the narrative unfolds could therefore be read as a progressive shift in television drama. Yet, on another level, Abby/feminism is generically contained within a narrative world that has shrunk; a world in which those left behind are most concerned with where their next meal is coming from and, crucially, it seems, with the business of repopulation. 
“Abby you must get pregnant”: Survivors and the Second Wave                                                                                                                                                                             
The issue of women’s role in the repopulation of this depleted world first surfaces in Episode 4 (“Corn Dolly”, 7 May 1975), when the newly formed triumvirate of Abby, Jenny, and Greg stumble across another group of survivors, led by the Alpha-male figure of Charles (Denis Lill). Although our protagonists are not completely aware of the situation until later in the episode, Charles has surrounded himself with adoring female survivors and has succeeded in making most of these women pregnant. By this point in the series, Jenny and Greg have formed an intimate relationship, so Charles makes a beeline for Abby as the “available” woman of the group. Speaking to her in private, Charles tells Abby that she is “the right kind of material” and abruptly announces: “you must get pregnant”. Disconcerted, but with a rye smile, Abby replies: “Yes, well, I’ll think about it”. Charles is tenacious and demands: “No, the time to think about it is afterwards, while biology is helping, not just you, but the whole human species to survive”. Grabbing her hand, Charles apparently offers his services, and, in ritualistic (rather than romantic) fashion, declares his love for her. Obviously threatened and angry, Abby escapes his clutches and moves on with the rest of her group to set up elsewhere. 
This early episode alerts the viewer to an issue that repeatedly returns in the post-apocalyptic circumstances of the series: the role of motherhood in rebuilding the nation. Historically, the figure of the mother has held an important position in the fashioning of British identity, both as symbolic figurehead of national collectivity and as preserver of the nation in relation to her biological role as child bearer. This construction of motherhood becomes especially apparent in times of national crisis. For instance, a number of recent studies have explored the importance placed on maternity in Britain during and immediately following WW1 and WW2. In her study of women’s identities during WW1, Susan R. Grayzel points to “the maintenance of gender order in society via an appropriate maternity” as a “fundamental tactic of the war”,​[26]​ and moves on to detail the various pressures placed upon women to “perform the vital service of replenishing – reproducing – the nation as race”.​[27]​ Also, with reference to the 1949 Royal Commission on Population, Nira Yuval-Davis comments on a “concern for the ‘British Race’” following WW2 and attempts to control “women as producers of ‘national stocks’”.​[28]​ In this respect, the series picks up on the patriotic standpoint that was circulating in political discourses at this time (as outlined in my earlier sub-section) and appears to place this in direct confrontation with a feminist perspective. 
The wave of feminist publications that emerged in the 1970s, grappled with how “woman” is defined and how her place in society had been determined. Different strands of feminist thought recognised that women’s oppression was bound up with the cultural construction, meaning, and material circumstances of mothering within patriarchal society, but opinion differed on how to deal with motherhood in feminist theory. Liberal feminist approaches advocated for shared responsibility in parenting and wage-earning within a traditional family household, but other feminist works presented a much more radical challenge to the nuclear family and sought to minimise the significance of motherhood as a marker of difference between the sexes. Early second wave feminist writing proposed alternatives to the nuclear family in an effort to free women from both the literal and symbolic burdens of motherhood within patriarchal society. Jan Williams, Hazel Twort and Ann Bachelli advocated “communal living” as a viable alternative and,​[29]​ in Woman’s Estate, Mitchell explored “collective methods of child-rearing” as a way of countering the psychological and social burdens placed upon the biological mother.​[30]​   
Even though Charles emphasises the centrality and importance of the reproductive role for the women in Survivors, seen from a feminist perspective, he is explicitly articulating the most basic construction of the feminine within a patriarchal society; reducing Abby’s female subjectivity to her biological reproductive capacities. In fact, his abrupt delivery in this scene, understood in the context of the 1970s, suggests it was designed to expose this very construction. Although the quasi-commune arrangement that Charles is attempting to create might present a challenge to the nuclear family unit as the dominant social and economic foundation of British society, it is evident that his role as resident patriarch is literally expanded within this otherwise unorthodox set up. In opposition to Abby, Charles therefore represents the anxious, white, masculine subject, attempting to replenish “national stocks”​[31]​ and to re-establish a “gender order in society via an appropriate maternity”.​[32]​ Abby’s reaction is crucial and her shocked refusal of this role gestures toward questions raised by feminism at this time. 
The casting of Survivors is also relevant here as the picture of a contemporary/near-future Britain painted in this series is overwhelmingly white. It appears that very few “people of colour” actually survived the virus in this post-apocalyptic vision - the plague has apparently “purified” the nation along racial lines. Aside from her capacity to give birth, the comments made by Charles also imply that Abby’s race and class are important in determining what he sees as her biological duty to the future of a British nation. Charlotte Brunsdon maintains that “sociological and historical investigation, rather than political invective, will eventually confirm, the women of the women’s liberation in the 1970s did tend generally to be white women of middle-class and lower middle-class origin.”​[33]​ In Woman’s Estate, Mitchell commented that the middle-class composition of the WLM should be seen as “an intrinsic part of feminist awareness” and she explained this by adding that “the most economically and socially underprivileged woman is bound much tighter to her condition by a consensus which passes it off as ‘natural’”.​[34]​ However, criticisms of the second wave in the 1970s have continued to focus upon the perceived racial and class bias of the movement.​[35]​ So, on one level, Abby fits the bill at this point as representative of a feminist rebuke of the construction of motherhood in the patriarchal nation. However, on another level, the series works to firmly suture feminist concerns to white middle-class privilege; a middle-class privilege that is decisively challenged in the post-apocalyptic conditions of this new world. 
Abby’s views and judgements on what the group should do are generally accepted and she soon finds herself placed in a position of leadership. However, her fitness for this role is consistently questioned. For example, much to Greg’s annoyance, Abby’s efforts to find her son often take precedence over her leadership duties. Abby is therefore repeatedly placed in the position of choosing between what the series sets up as the incompatible roles of motherhood and leadership. During its early stages of organisation, the WLM was opposed to the kinds of hierarchical structures that dominated patriarchal institutions. Although it is undeniable that individuals emerged as spokeswomen, the dispersed, small group structuring of the WLM was designed to encourage members to participate on an equal footing. Even as these post-apocalyptic circumstances suggest the possibility of redesigning the social and organisational structure of this nascent community, Abby is pressured into taking up the role of leader within what amounts to an old-style, hierarchical structure. This, of course, leaves her open to challenges from Greg and forces a choice between the domestic and public spheres. 
It is not only outside pressures that place stress upon Abby’s leadership role: on several occasions she displays a yearning to return to her old way of life. In Episode 6 (“Garland’s War”, 21 May 1975), Abby leaves the group to search for her son and meets a handsome hero-type, in the person of Garland (Richard Heffer). Born into an upper class family, he is fighting to re-gain control of his ancestral home – a large mansion house that other survivors have since taken over. Garland is in active and warring dispute with these interlopers and wants to run the estate like a feudal lord. Abby is attracted to Garland and the romantic life he offers, but at the end of this episode she returns to her group. However, the conflicts between motherhood, Abby’s romantic desires and her role as group leader are resolved in the final Episode 13 of this first series (“A Beginning”, 16 July 1975) with Abby’s return to Garland, her abdication as leader and Seymour’s departure from the series. 
In interview, Seymour has since stated that both the producer, Terence Dudley and Terry Nation knew about plans to cut her character from the series: “I think they decided half-way through that they didn't want me. It was always described to me that Abby Grant had become too strong, that she was top heavy and that she was unbalancing the trio at the top of the show”.​[36]​ At a textual level, Abby’s departure implies a critique of the Women’s Liberation Movement. In considering the, albeit loose, narrative arc of this first series, this could be read as showcasing the fault and failure of a feminist project: having been given the opportunity to build a new future, Abby does not have the inclination to carry this through. Abby’s characterisation might have challenged the more usual representation of gender within science fiction, but she is nevertheless placed within a generic structure that, arguably, requires masculine leaders and heroes. With the introduction of the romance with Garland she is crucially repositioned as feminine love interest to a macho male hero. In generic terms, this romance not only sanctioned her removal, it also marked the return to a more traditional representation of gender within the science fiction television genre.​[37]​   
Recuperation and Rebirth
Having followed the overall trajectory of “Abby’s story” through series one, this next section looks at the formal and narrative directions taken in the following two series, before drawing together some final observations about Survivors within the discursive context of the second wave. Following Abby’s departure, she is replaced in the next two series, first by Greg and then by none other than Charles, as the gung-ho leaders of a brave new world. It was at this point in Survivors that distinct divisions between public and domestic sphere made a come back. Much of the second series was filmed at an isolated farm estate, which represented the new Whitecross settlement and formed the backdrop for the community that emerges under the joint leadership of Greg and Charles. 
The first episode (“Birth of Hope”, 31 March 1976) sets the changing tone of series two, with Greg tearing around the local countryside in search of Doctor Ruth (a medical student featured at the end of series one, now played by Celia Gregory). Meanwhile, Jenny is back at home awaiting the birth of her first child. The following episodes, more often than not, see the community split between the outdoor pursuits of the male characters and the indoor, domestic activities of the women. If the community’s women are not giving birth or looking after children, they are preparing food in the kitchen or attempting to make soap. 
The more subversive elements of Charles’ previous characterisation are softened in this second series with the provision of a common law wife, the aptly named Pet (Lorna Lewis), who overseas the domestic activities of the other women. However, the issue of female leadership does not disappear entirely from this second series. In Episode 9 (“The Chosen”, 26 May 1976) Pet unusually escapes the confines of the Whitecross kitchen and accompanies Charles on a journey to Chester. On their way back, they come across another community that has taken up residence in what looks like an old army camp. They are met by high wire fences, guard dogs and an armed sentry at the gate. Eventually allowed entry, Pet instinctively dislikes these surroundings. Charles, however, is struck by their efficiency and organisation and is keen to learn more about the group’s ethos. This episode is packed with heated debate and explanatory rhetoric, peppered with references to a wide range of political, social and religious doctrines. While the group’s philosophy is represented as an ideological mishmash, it becomes clear that they require strict obedience and follow a rigid social code. Some semblance of democracy is in place, but consensus is won through misinformation and cruelty. 
In one sense, this community represents the darker side of the kind of group ethos that Charles is attempting to establish at Whitecross. Like Charles, the leaders of this community are also focused upon the production of babies and, to that end, have outlawed marriage. In conversation with one of the administrators of the group, a middle-aged woman called Joy (Clare Kelly), Charles eagerly talks of his future plans for a federation, with individual settlements specialising in particular products for trade between groups. Seemingly, unimpressed, Joy explains that, instead, their community is aiming for total self-sufficiency. Wanting to win them over, Charles agrees to state his case in a public address to the group. However, this turns into a kind of trial, with Joy as judge and jury: unaware that he is simply a pawn in Joy’s deceitful bid for leadership, Charles is humiliated. 
I want to suggest that Joy can be seen as a kind of composite character, an amalgam of two of the most prominent female political figures of the period: the then leader of the Conservative Party, Margaret Thatcher, and Labour’s Barbara Castle. Joy’s apparent age,​[38]​ rank, and even her hair style, recalls the Thatcher persona of this period. Equally, though, Joy’s physical build, manner, and even the northern undertones in her voice are reminiscent of Barbara Castle, who rose to become a leading ministerial figure in the Labour Party under Harold Wilson in the 1960s. Castle was a Cabinet Minister in the Party until 1976 and was instrumental in ushering in the 1970 Equal Pay and 1975 Sex Discrimination Act. 
Between March and April of 1976 the Labour Party underwent a leadership election. The newly elected Callaghan wasted little time in dismissing well known political enemies, such as Castle, from the Cabinet. In spite of Callaghan’s efforts to unite the Labour Party, just prior to this episode’s first broadcast, the Conservatives made large gains in the May 6 local elections. In her attempts to wrest control of the country from a floundering Labour, Thatcher presented herself in patriotic terms, promising to save the nation from the Unions, defend the realm, and oversee recovery from recession. For instance, in her speech at the 1977 Conservative Party Conference she stated: ‘The Conservative Party now and always flies the flag of one nation, and that flag is the Union Jack’.​[39]​ However, the Thatcher persona was by no means one-dimensional; patriotic overtones did much to reinforce her status as a true-blue Conservative, but her political and economic skills were also associated with those of an experienced and capable housewife. In this the Thatcher persona negotiated the perceived mismatch between those attributes associated with an acceptable femininity and those associated with masculine authority. 
Representational shifts in gender roles in television dramas over the late 1970s and early 1980s can certainly be understood in the context of Thatcher’s rise to power and her eventual election to become Britain’s first female Prime Minister in 1979. Nevertheless, the cultural impact of second wave feminism was also a defining factor at this time. While the second wave could be understood as creating a backdrop for Thatcher’s claims to power, unlike Labour’s Barbara Castle, Thatcher had little interest in women’s issues. Indeed, the gulf between Thatcher and the second wave was made palpably clear at the outset of the 1980s: just as feminist peace groups were gathering around Greenham Common in protest against nuclear weapons, Thatcher was planning her campaign for the Falkland’s War. 
Joy’s apparently duplicitous characterisation in Episode 9 may well have expressed a general distrust of politicians and the political process at this time, but the inferences and implications of female leadership in the context of an episode so heavily committed to political debate cannot be ignored. As a character located at the centre of an apocalyptic turn of events, this female authority figure at once signifies death and destruction, as well as hope, renewal and redemption. This duality is played out at the end of the trial scene. Here a probing close-up captures Joy’s expression as triumphant victor: her half-hidden smile and eye movements performed to reveal a devious nature. Exactly what kind of community will be created under Joy’s leadership is left open to question, but a mood of apprehension and anxiety is affectively communicated in these closing moments. 
This might be damning evidence of the attitude toward women in this second series, but I do not mean to suggest that it was so clear cut. For instance, women’s domestic role within this now growing community was frequently questioned and female characters often voiced their apparently justifiable frustration at the lack of acknowledgement they received under Charles’ leadership. Episodes also continued to tackle the issue of maternity, thereby echoing the activism associated with the WLM that ranged across what had traditionally been demarcated as private and public spheres within the nation state. For example, in one particular episode (“Over the Hills”, 16th June 1976) Charles is enraged when he discovers that Doctor Ruth has been trying to develop an effective contraceptive for the women. Feminist demands in the early 1970s for more access to free contraception, abortion on demand, adequate provision of nurseries, as well as the “wages for housework” campaign and later “reclaim the night” marches brought the previously private issues of women into the public domain. My point is that as much as the women of Whitecross were generally confined to the domestic sphere, within the context of this series it is possible to say that their concerns are politicised to some extent. 
The final series three sees a shift away from the focus upon Whitecross and, in formal and narrative respects, the gendered divisions between characters are further emphasised. Action and adventure elements introduced in the second series became increasingly prominent in series three and episodes placed even more focus upon the male characters in terms of screen time and dialogue. Indeed, much of series three follows the progression of parallel quests undertaken by leading male characters. Several episodes chart Charles’ expedition across England, Wales and Scotland in his efforts to form a federation, while Greg is seen returning from a trip to Norway only to die of smallpox. A number of alternative male leaders are also introduced in this third series: in particular the electrical engineer, Alec (William Dysart), who leads Jenny and a small group of fellow travellers to Scotland in an effort to reinstate electrical power to the national grid. Debate between characters continues as to the best way to organise a new society, but series three really concentrates on urgent struggles between various factions as a United Kingdom begins to re-form. 
Ultimately, Survivors comes full circle: along with the restoration of electrical power, the final episodes see the reintroduction of money, as well as the return of an embryonic rail and telecommunications network. While references to Abby continue throughout series two and three, it is the now deceased Greg who becomes absent monarch for this burgeoning society and whose head adorns the paper money that is beginning to circulate. Also, as if to underline women’s rightful place in this re-formed society, we see a delighted Jenny don a dress in the last episode, for the first time since the beginning of the entire series (Jenny has worn trousers since the end of Episode 1, series one, up until this point). Accepting the invitation of a surviving Scottish Laird, Jenny rifles the wardrobe of his late wife and takes on the role of Lady of the manor. For the independent city girl, who began the series flat-sharing in London, this is a social step up for Jenny, but it is also a step that mirrors Abby’s relegation to history at the end of series one. Abruptly returned to a feudal world in her association with Garland, the potential of Abby was relegated to the past, leaving the male characters to forcefully or coercively forge a future out of the remnants of the old world as they remembered it. 
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